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JANUARY 9, 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Kucore, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 1768) 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 1768) for the relief of the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage 
District and certain persons whose properties abut on the Federal 
Government’s right-of-way for Harvey Canal in Louisiana, having 
considered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment 
and recommends that the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the proposed legislation is to confer jurisdiction on 
tħe United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana, 
New Orleans Division, to hear, determine, and render judgment fixing 
the boundary between the east right-of-way line for Harvey Canal 
(a segment of the Intracoastal Canal in Louisiana), south of the 80- 
arpent line, and the abutting properties and easement for levee 
purposes adjacent to the right-of-way line claimed by the Jefferson 
and Plaquemines Drainage District. 


STATEMENT 


In 1924 the United States purchased a 300-foot-wide strip of land 
from the Harvey Land Improvement Co. for use as a right-of-way 
for the Harvey Canal. That land is described in a survey made by 
James S. Webb, civil engineer, in November 1923 and is the land 
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identified in H. R. 1768. According to claimants, the surveyor did 
not fix a monument at the southeast terminus of the line. 

In 1944 the boundary markers were destroyed. The Corps of 
Engineers sought to reestablish the boundaries, and the Department 
of the Army contends that these markers were correctly placed. On 
the other hand, the claimant vigorously denies that the markers were 
located properly. In 1945 the Corps of Engineers employed Mr. Webb 
to retrace his 1923 survey, and says that the 1923 survey was re- 
affirmed. Since that time, however, there has been a dispute between 
the Corps of Engineers and the claimant. 

The drainage district contends that as a result of the improper 
location of the canal, the east boundary of the Government right-of- 
way has been staked out to include within the Government right-of- 
way a portion of the property on which the Jefferson-Plaquemines 
Drainage District has a servitude for levee purposes. Also included 
are large portions of the district’s levees, built and maintained thereon 
at considerable expense, and which the waters of the canal are eroding. 

What the drainage district is seeking is a declaration of the proper 
location of the Government’s eastern boundary. Once the eastern 
boundary is judicially determined, then the United States engineers 
may be required properly to confine the waters of Harvey Canal within 
the 300-foot right-of-way of the Government. That will enable the 
Jefferson-Plaquemines Drainage District to maintain its levees prop- 
erly outside the Government’s right-of-way. At present the levees 
are subject to the assumed right of the Government to permit them 
to erode to the allegedly erroneous survey line established by the 
Government. 

The Department of the Army contends that when the Corps of 
Engineers reestablished the markers, the boundary line was properly 
placed. That Department states that while it is unfortunate that the 
effort which has been made to resolve this controversy administra- 
tively has not been successful, the Department of the Army does not 
consider the claims of the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District 
to be meritorious. 

In view of the fact that there is a controversy here between the 
Department of the Army and the drainage district as to the correct 
location of the boundary, the committee feels it proper to confer 
jurisdiction upon a United States district court once and for all to 
resolve this controversy. The only right of action conferred by this 
legislation is to hear, determine, -a render judgment fixing~the 
boundary line described in the bill. The bill further provides that 
nothing in this act shall be construed as an inference of liability on the 
part of the United States and that no monetary benefits or claims 

ainst the United States shall accrue as a result of the determination 
of the said boundary under the proposed legislation. 

Accordingly, the committee recommends that this bill, H. R. 1768, 
be favorably considered. 

Attached hereto and made a part hereof is the report from the 
Department of the Army submitted on a similar bill of the 83d Con- 
gress and other evidentiary data relating to this claim. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE Army, 
Washington, D. C., December 23, 1954. 
Hon. Cuauncey W. Reep, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H. R. 9817, 83d Congress, a bill for the 
relief of the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District and certain persons whose 

roperties abut on the Federal Government’s right-of-way for Harvey Canal in 
Eontalans. 

The Department of the Army is opposed to the enactment of this bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to confer on the Court of Claims jurisdiction to hear. 
determine, and render judgment fixing the houndary between the east right-of-way 
line for the Harvey Canal, a segment of the intracoastal canal in Louisiana, and 
the abutting properties and the easement for levee purposes adjacent to the 
right-of-way line claimed by the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District. 
The bill provides for the filing of suit at any time within 1 year after enactment of 
this act and waiver of all defenses of the United States based upon laches, lapses of 
time, statutes of limitation, prescriptive periods, and estoppel arising out of the 
issuance of permits for any activities or construction along Harvey Canal. 

The United States purchased the 300-foot-wide strip of land identified in the 
bill from the Harvey Land Improvement Co. in 1924 for use as a right-of-way 
for the Harvey Canal. The land conveyed to the United States is the land 
described in a survey prepared for this purpose by Mr James S. Webb, civil 
engineer in November 1923. 

In 1944 it was discovered that the boundary markers of the right-of-way had 
been destroyed When the Corps of Engineers reestablished the markers, the 
Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District, through its commissioner of finance, 
Mr. Nuna C. Hero, protested the location of the new markers and asserted that 
the line should be located canalward from the district’s levee and between 50 and 
60 feet east of the line on which the new markers had been placed. Although 
the placement of the new markers was carefully reviewed and found to be correct 
within a few tenths of a foot, a difference of opinion concerning the proper loca- 
tion of the right-of-way line persisted. In 1945 the Corps of Engineers employed 
Mr. Webb to retrace his 1923 survey. The accuracy of the original survey was 
reaffirmed and the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District was so informed. 
However, the controversy has continued and the drainage district, in 1952, 
finallyengaged Mr. F. C. Gandolfo, Jr., to survey the property. The Webb and 
Gandolfo surveys have been the subject of numerous conferences between in- 
terested parties and the New Orleans district, Corps of Engineers, has carefully 
considered data submitted by the Jefferson and Plaquemines Drainage District 
to discredit the Webb surveys. However, the drainage district was last informed, 
through its attorney, Mr. R. Emmett Kerrigan, on December 23, 1953, that the 
Webb surveys represent the correct location of the 300-foot-wide Government- 
owned Harvey Canal tract. 

This bill would confer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to adjudge a bound- 
ary dispute. The court generally has jurisdiction in money claims including con- 
gressional and departmental reference cases and in other cases involving money 
damages (28 U.S. C. 1491 et seq.). In the event that the Congress should deter- 
mine that legislative relief is appropriate in the present case, it is believed that 
the matter should be referred to the appropriate United States district court which 
can be expected to be more familiar with cases of this kind. However, it is the 
view of this Department that further expense by the Federal Government in this 
connection would not be warranted. While it is unfortunate that the effort which 
has been made to resolve this controversy administratively has not been success- 
ful, the Department of the Army does not consider the claims of the Jefferson and 
Plaquemines Drainage District to be meritorious. Accordingly, the Department 
of the Army is strongly opposed to the enactment of this bill. 

The fiseal effect of the enactment of this measure is not readily ascertainable. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


RoBERT T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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Devutsco, Kerrigan & Stites, 
Counselors at Law, 
New Orleans, April 8, 1955. 
Re Jefferson-Plaquemines Drainage District bill. 
Hon. Hare Bocas, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Hare: In further answer to your letter of March 28 I am submitting 
this summary setting forth the factual and legal basis on which we make our 
request for a special bill granting jurisdiction to the Court of Claims to hear and 
decide this matter. 

Exhibit A is an act of sale dated March 10, 1924, in which the Government 
purchased three tracts of land for Harvey Canal. Under “Thirdly” a tract is 
described as follows: 

“A tract of land * * * being 300 feet in width * * * . The downstream or 
easterly boundary of this tract * * * runs south 17 degrees east 13,586.44 feet. 
more or less, to a railroad iron at the 80 arpent line * * *; thence south 16° 
50’ east 6,600 feet more or less, to the dividing line between lots 16 and 17; and 
thence south 16°50’ east 6,720 feet, more or less, to Bayou Barataria.” The 
same course is stated for the upstream boundary. 

Exhibit B is a complete copy of the survey made by James S. Webb, civil 
engineer, dated November 27, 1923, which was annexed to the original act of sale. 
The foregoing description is set forth thereon under “3.” 

For the purpose of this letter only and not by way of admission in the event this 
matter is litigated, we may assume that our controversy concerns the land that 
begins with the line near the center of the map called 80 arpent line, and running 
to the right on the map in a southeasterly direction to Bayou Barataria. 

Although the surveyor fixed a mark on the ground at the 80 arpent line, no such 
monument was established at the southeast terminus of the line. In other words, 
there was no actual fixing of the point at which this line ended. 

Our claim is that, in following the description called for in the act of sale 
(exhibit A), and in attempting to follow the survey as set forth in exhibit B, the 
Government surveyors made an error and incorrectly located on the ground, the 
east line of the United States right-of-way. That mistake covers a strip of land 
that extends some 13,320 feet from the 80 arpent line southeast to Bayou Barataria 

It is clear from the act of sale and the survey annexed thereto (exhibits A and B) 
that from the 80 arpent line the surveyor was supposed to run the east boundary 
south 16°50’ east for the entire distance of 13,320 feet to Bayou Barataria. 
Instead of doing that, the Government surveyor from the 80 arpent line physically 
ran the east boundary south 17°00’ east for the entire distance from the 80 
arpent line to Bayou Barataria. This appears by clear admission from the 
Government’s survey of October 31, 1945, again prepared by Mr. James 8. Webb 
(exhibit C). 

You will note from Mr. Webb’s survey that the Government ran the entire line 
incorrectly, but, for the purpose of this letter, we shall confine ourselves to the 
east boundary line which appears on the lower half of the survey marked “Exhibit 
C.” By the Government’s own survey the line in 1945 followed the call of south 
17°00’ east instead of sovth 16°50’ east as originally called for in the 1923 act of 
sale and the 1923 Webb survey (exhibits A and B). It is obvious, therefore, that 
beginning at the 80 arpent line there is an ever-widening strip of land along the 
east boundary illegally taken by the Government from the abutting landowners 

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that the survey was correctly called from 
the river to the 80 arpent line, then the illegal taking from the 80 arpent line to 
Bayou Barataria ranges from a mere fraction of a foot just southeast of the 80 
arpent line, to an illegal taking of some 50 feet or more by the time the east 
boundary reaches Bayou Barataria. 

We do not make the foregoing analysis without the benefit of expert surveying 
advice. The Jefferson-Plaquemines Drainage District employed G. C. Gandolfo, 
Jr., surveyor, and certainly one of the finest surveyors in this area. Exhibit D 
is Mr. Gandolfo’s survey of July 16, 1953, based on his careful physical survey 
of the canal and his examination of all of the prior surveys. You will note that 
the proper east boundary line as set forth in the act of sale, and the boundary 
line as improperly staked out by the Government, begin to diverge from the 80 
arpent line (which begins on the upper left-hand corner of the survey), until at 
the point where the east boundary line meets Bayou Barataria (shown on the 
lower right-hand corner of the survey), the divergence is considerable indeed. 
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The Government admits that it did not physically lay off on the ground the 
calls set forth in the act of sale and survey of 1923. he position of the Corps of 
Engineers is that the east boundary from the river to the 80 arpent line had to 
be run incorrectly in order to meet a monument on the 80 arpent line. There is 
some dispute as to the location of this monument. 

Be that as it may, having cut the 80 arpent line at the supposed monument, 
rather than at the point called for by the courses in the act of sale, the Govern- 
ment arbitrarily decided not to follow the course provided for in the act of sale 
from the 80 arpent line to the bayou. Instead, the Government merely turned 
the line 10 minutes to the right at the 80 arpent line and continued some 13,300 
feet to Bayou Barataria. No monument was stated in the act for the terminus 
on the bayou. Consequently, the refusal of the Government to follow the course, 
called for in the act of sale, from the 80 arpent line to the bayou is entirely arbi- 
trary and illegal. 

As a result of the improper location of the canal, the east boundary of the 
Government right-of-way has been staked out to include within the Government 
right-of-way a portion of the property on which the Jefferson-Plaquemines Drain- 
age District has a servitude for levee purposes. Also included are large portions 
of the district’s levees, built and maintained thereon at considerable expense, and 
which the waters of the canal are eroding. 

This is a serious matter indeed, and is not a mere effort on the part of the 
drainage district to collect damages from the Government. Rather, it is an effort 
on the part of the drainage district to be enabled to carry out properly its public 
duties to the people in the area. 

What we wish to accomplish, either by judgment in the Court of Claims or by 
rivate bill, is a declaration of the proper location of the Government’s eastern 
oundary. We believe, that in all fairness, the eastern boundary should be 

located in the position given to the Government by its act of sale. 

Once that is accomplished, then the United States engineers may be required 
properly to confine the waters of Harvey Canal within the 300-foot right-of-way 
of the Government. That will enable the Jefferson-Plaquemines Drainage Dis- 
trict to maintain its levees properly outside the Government’s right-of-way. At 
present the levees are subject to the assumed right of the Government to permit 
them to erode to the erroneous survey line established by the Government. 

There are, of course, other factual and legal details which will arise if this case 
is tried before the Court of Claims, but the above is essentially what the drainage 
district is trying to accomplish. 

We have not burdened this memorandum to you with more documents than is 
absolutely necessary. Annexed as an additional exhibit, marked “Exhibit E,” is 
a short summary of pertinent legal authorities which support our position in the 
matter. 

We anticipate that a representative of this office will be in Washington near 
the end of next week and we should like permission to have him eonfer with a 
staff member of the committee in order to clarify some of the details of this matter 
which may not be readily ascertainable from the documents themselves. 

With kindest personal regards, I beg to remain, 

Cordially yours, 
(Signed) Emmett. 
(Typed) R. EMMETT KERRIGAN: 


MEMORANDUM 


The main problem is the direction to be given to the line from the 80 arpent 
line to the bayou. There can only be one answer to this. To ignore the call of 
south 16° 50’ east in favor of a hypothetical inflection angle at the 80 arpent line 
of 0° 10’ right, is to interject a direction not mentioned or used by anyone at the 
time of the act of sale and to cause an ambiguity or confusion where none exists. 

There are no monuments on the bayou mentioned in the act. There are merely 
courses and distances. 

“In the absence of terminating monuments, lines other than those surveyed 
and marked should be run on the courses and distances stated” (Patton on Titles, 
pp. 270-271, sec. 74). 
wm in City of Athens v. Andrews (231 8. W. 2d 928, 932 (Tex. Civ. App., 

“The boundaries of a tract * * * are established by reference to the calls in 
the grant * * *, If the land can be definitely located from such calls and there 
E no ambiguity or uncertainty in them, it must be so located as a matter of. 

w $ 
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The survey attached to the act speaks not of 0° 10’ right at the 80 arpent line. 
It clearly shows south 16° 50’ east for both boundaries. ‘The intention which 
the law provides shall be ascertained and given controlling effect in locating a 
boundary line is not an intention which the description of the land fails to express, 
but the intention which it does express” Ellison v. Humble Oil & Refining Co. 
(106 8. W. 2d 1083, 1085 (Tex. C. v. App., 1937)). 

The vice of the attempt to rewrite the description used by the parties appears 
most clearly inthe 1945 survey. Examine the lower half of the sheet. The down- 
stream boundary calls for south 17° 04’ east; the upstream boundary for south 
16° 50’ east. Starting at the 80 arpent line with a 300-foot width as indicated on 
the survey in response to the undisputed intention of the parties, the lines diverge 
for 13,320 feet at an angle of 14’. At the end, in Bayou Barataria, the survey 

roperly would delimit a 300-foot width. Obviously, unless the downstream line 
ollows the course of the deed, south 16° 50’ east, the strip will have widened by 
another 50 feet or more. 

If one recalls that the courses run in 1945 southeasterly from the T. & P. R. R. 
to the 80 arpent line probably result in a tract some 45 to 50 feet wider at the 
80 arpent line than at the outset, it is clear that the combined errors would stretch 
the tract to about 400 feet in width on the bayou. 

The measurement, as to which no question exists, is the 300-foot width through- 
out the right-of-way. This intention of the parties reinforced by the other 
expressed intention of having both boundaries run at a course of south 16° 50’ east 
from the 80 arpent line, is controlling. 

The Supreme Court of Louisiana stated the rule as follows: 

“In determining boundary lines the law recognizes certain well-known guides 
which are in the order of their importance (1) natural monuments; (2) artificial 
monuments; (3) distances; (4) courses; and (5) quantity. ‘But the controlling 
consideration is the intention of the party or parties.’ ”’ ! 

The element on which the Government rests its case is, in the sense used, a 
“quantity”; i. e., an angle of 10’. As against a specific course, south 16° 50’ east 
the hypothesized angle of 10’ must give way. Since there is no monument on 
Bayou Barataria, the only call that can be followed is south 16° 50’ east. 


' Dujrene v. Berns'ein (181 So, 859, 860 (1938)) 
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847m CONGRESS SENATE | REPORT 
2d Session No. 1364 


NATIONAL JUNIOR ACHIEVEMENT WEEK 
JANUARY 9, 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. O’Manoney, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted 
the following 


REPORT 


{To accompany S. Con. Res. 59] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the resolu- 
tion (S. Con. Res. 59) designating the week of January 29, 1956, 
through February 4, 1956, as National Junior Achievement Week, 
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon, without amend- 
ment, and recommends that the resolution do pass. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the proposed resolution is to request the President 
of the United States to issue a proclamation designating the week of 
January 29, 1956, through February 4, 1956, as National Junior 
Achievement Week and urging all citizens of our country to salute the 
activities of Junior Achievers and their volunteer adult advisers 
through appropriate ceremonies. 


STATEMENT 


Junior Achievement, Inc., is a nationwide, nonprofit organization 
which was organized in 1942 to provide high school students with the 
opportunity to learn American business methods by actually organizing 
and operating their own businesses under the sponsorship of local 
business corporations. 

Students who are members of the Junior Achievement learn-by- 
doing business enterprise and are advised by employees of the spon- 
soring firms. Junior Achievers are recruited in public and parochial 
high schools throughout the country with the cooperation of school 
authorities. The Junior Achievers meet and work in business centers 
maintained and supervised by Junior Achievement in communities 
from coast to coast. The members of Junior Achievement companies 
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decide on the products they will produce and sell. They elect their 
own teen-age officers and capitalize their own ventures through the 
sale of stock at 50 cents a share to parents, relatives, friends, neighbors 
and themselves. The average capitalization is $100 per Junior 
Achievement company. 

These teen-age members buy raw materials, set up production lines 
and manufacture products. Woven Boston to San Diego, from Sep- 
tember to May, they are busy casting, molding, joining, polishing, 
binding, everything from lamps to oven mitts to bookends to hand 
soap. When they are not working on production lines, they are 
pounding pavements selling. When these Junior Achievers sell their 
products, they also sell the entire Junior Achievement program, for 
only in selling the program can they succeed in selling their stock and 
products. It is in this dual process of selling the idea to make the 
sale that the teen-agers become ambassadors extraordinary of their 
private enterprise economy. 

At the end of the Junior Achievement program year in May, each 
company publishes complete financial reports. At this time also 
dividends are paid to stockholders and many a company manages to 
pay 10 percent on the share, an impressive yield in any market. 

The committee is informed that more than 144,000 Americans pur- 
chased stock in Junior Achievement a during the past year, 
many of whom became stockholders for the first time in their lives. 

Since its beginning in 1942, this program of Junior Achievement has 
spread from a few small areas in the northeast region of the country 
into a national organization in 95 communities from coast to coast. 

Last year this organization numbered 38,500 teen-agers in its organi- 
zation and operated more than 2,000 miniature corporations operating 
in 95 communities throughout the United States. 

The committee deems it appropriate that the week of January 29 
through February 4, 1956, be designated as National Junior Achieve- 
ment Week, thus calling to the attention of the citizens of this country 
the worthwhile program undertaken by thousands of high-school pupils 
who are gaining a growing understanding of the privileges and duties 
of citizenship and are being better prepared to assume the responsi- 
bilities of community leadership osui this program. 

Accordingly, the committee recommends favorable consideration of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 59, without amendment. 
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84TH CONGRESS } SENATE f Report 


2d Session No. 1365 


COMMEMORATING THE 250TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
BIRTH OF BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 


January 9, 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. O’Manonrey, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted 
the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Con. Res. 199] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the resolu- 
tion (H. Con. Res. 199) extending the greetings and felicitations of 
the Congress to those participating in the commemorative ceremonies 
being held in Boston, Mass., and in Philadelphia, Pa., on the occasion 
of the 250th anniversary of the birth of Benjamin Franklin, having 
considered the same, reports favorably thereon, without amendment, 
and recommends that the resolution do pass. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the proposed resolution is to provide that the 
Congress of the United States extends its greetings and felicitations 
to those participating in the commemorative ceremonies being held in 
Boston, Mass., and Philadelphia, Pa., on the occasion of the 250th 
anniversary of the birth of Benjamin Franklin. 


STATEMENT 


Benjamin Franklin, one of our Founding Fathers and foremost 
Americans, was born in Boston, Mass., on January 17, 1706, and 
died on April 17, 1790, at the age of 84 in Philadelphia, Pa. 

January 17, 1956, marks the 250th anniversary of his birth, at which 
time the people of the United States will pause and pay fitting tribute 
to this great American patriot. 

Federal, State, and local officials of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, respectively, will 
join with the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce and the Franklin 

oundation in commemorative ceremonies to be held in Boston in 
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connection with his anniversary and also with the Franklin Institute 
of Philadelphia and cooperating organizations and the University of 
Pennsylvania to be held in Philadelphia. 

The 250th anniversary of Franklin’s birth will recall to all our people 
the tremendous contributions of Franklin to the growth of America as 
it exists today. 

The committee deems it appropriate that this resolution calling 
attention to the 250th anniversary of the birth of Benjamin Franklin 
be favorably considered. The committee is of the opinion that it is 
fitting that the Congress, as a mark of recognition and respect on be- 
half of all the people of the United States, add its voice to the voices 
of those who are participating in these ceremonies. This action by 
the Congress is an expression of appreciation of the great part which 
Benjamin Franklin played through his great and varied accomplish- 
ments in many fields in the founding of our Nation and the establish- 
ment of a sound basis for the progress and development which our 
Nation has enjoyed over the years. 

Accordingly, the committee recommends favorable consideration of 
House Concurrent Resolution 199, without amendment. 
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841m Concress )' SENATE REPORT 
Id Session No. 1366 





AUTHORIZING THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY TO INVESTIGATE CERTAIN MATTERS AND 
AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES THEREFOR 


JANUARY 9, 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Fuusricat, from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


À [To accompany S. Res. 155] 


The Committee on Banking and Currency to whom was referred 
the resolution (S. Res. 155) authorizing the Committee on Banking 
and Currency to investigate certain matters and authorizing expendi- 
tures therefor, having considered the same, report fav orably thereon 
without amendment and recommends that the resolution do pass. 

S. Res. 155 authorizes this committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, to employ on a temporary basis such technical, 
clerical, and other assistance as may be necessary to carry out studies 
and investigations within the jurisdiction of the committee. 

For many years resolutions similar to this have been approved for 
this committee on an annual basis. 

It is expected that the funds and personnel requested will be used 
to study and investigate the following categories of problems within 
the jurisdiction of the committee: 

(1) Banking and currency generally; 

(2) Financial aid to commerce and industry; 

(3) The Federal Reserve System, including monetary and credit 
policies; 

Economic stabilization, production and mobilization; 

(5) Valuation and revaluation of the dollar; 

(6) Prices of commodities, rents and services; 

(7) Securities and exchange regulation; and 

(8) Disaster insurance or indemnity. 

Additional personnel and other expenditures under the resolution 
vould supplement the regular permanent staff and cover other ex- 
penses incident to the committee’s responsibility. Due to the ex- 
temely complex nature of the matters within the committee’s juris- 
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diction, it has been found necessary from time to time to bring in 
experts in the various fields. The workload of the committee is ex- 
tremely heavy and can be summarized as follows: During the last 
session of Congress there were 150 working days. The Senate was in 
session 105 days, and this committee or one of its subcommittees was 
engaged in hearings or executive sessions on 91 days, many of which 
were carried on both morning and afternoon. This is exclusive of | 
conference committee sessions. This workload has made it necessary 
to operate primarily through subcommittees, and this, in turn, has 
required additional staff. 

nder Senate Resolution 23, agreed to February 4, 1955, $100,000 
was authorized for purposes similar to those provided in this resolution. 
Of that amount it is estimated that the committee will have an unex- 
pended balance, on January 31, 1956, of approximately $17,400. It 
is estimated that the committee’s activities in the present session will 
at least equal those of the first session. Authorization for the ex- 
penditure of the amount provided in this resolution will enable the 
committee to operate, from the standpoint of staff and other expenses, 
at approximately the same level as it did in the previous session, 
making full use of existing personnel on its permanent staff, 
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BATH CONGRESS } SENATE | REPORT 


2d Session No. 1367 





STUDY OF FEDERAL HOUSING PROGRAM 


January 9, 1956.—Ordered to be printed 





Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


{To accompany S. Res. 160) 


The Committee on Banking and Currency, to whom was referred 
the resolution (S. Res. 160), authorizing further expenditures and 
temporary employment of additional assistants by the Committee 
on Bankmg and Currency to study public and private housing, 
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon without amend- 
ment and recommends that the resolution do pass. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


It is anticipated that the funds and personnel requested will be 
used by the Subcommittee on Housing of the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency to continue its study and investigation of 
matters relating to public and private housing as authorized by sec- 
tion 134 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and pursuant 
to the committee’s jurisdiction under rule XXV 1 (d) 4 of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate. 

Investigations carried out "by the subcommittee during the first 
session of the 84th Congress related to such subjects as builder’s 
warranty, settlement costs, military housing, FHA’s underwriting 
system, overbuilding, and mortgage credit. It is the belief of the 
committee that these inquiries should be carried forward and con- 
tinued wherever necessary and that a continual study of the entire 
housing program is necessary. 

At the present time the legislation under which the FHA operates 
consists of nine titles under which insurance either has been written 
or may be written in the future. These 9 titles embrace 18 separate 
sections, each of which relates to a specific type of housing insurance. 
As of September 30, 1955, the dollar balance of insurance written 
under the FHA program was approximately $39 billion, of which 
about $19 billion was outstanding. 
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In addition, the Banking and Currency Committee is concerned 
with the operations of many other Government agencies primarily 
concerned with some phase of housing. ‘These operations include the 
specialized programs under the jurisdiction of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency such as urban renewal, college housing, and commu- 
nity facilities. The public housing program and the VA direct home 
loan program are also responsibilities of this committee. The growth 
of the housing industry and its influence upon the national economy 
require close coordination not only between Government agencies 
directly concerned with housing, but also with agencies dealing with 
credit and fiscal policies. Thus, the extensive scope of the housing 
program and the increasing complexity of procedures necessary to 
make it effective require the employment of adequate numbers of 
persons with qualifications in law, accounting, economics, and real- 
estate matters. The committee, therefore, recommends that the 
resolution do pass. 


A proposed budget of the Committee on Banking and Currency to study public and 
private housing pursuant to S. Res. 160 for the period Feb. 1, 1956, to Jan 81 
1957, inclusive 


Gross Total fi 
an | WV thly | 

salary Monthly period of 

| (per budget 

| annum) (gross 


| | 
| Base salary | 

Position | Number (per 
j annum) 


salary 
(gross) 


| 
Staff | 
gal and investigative: 
Staff director $8, $13, 617. 66 $1, 134, 80 | ee 17. 60 
Chief counsel :, | 13, 617. 6¢ 1, 134.8 3, 617. 60 
Special counsel | Aesi ‘ 
Assistant chief counse b, < | 11,001, 93 j. 82 11, 001. 92 
Assistant counse] is f 75 | i 
Chief investigator 
Investigator-attorney 
itorial and research 
Editorial director 
Assistant director 





Sts a a 4,680 | 8,605.7 
Administrative and clerical i 

Chief clerk. A Ar n Sakeser $2 : 

Assistant chief clerk - 1 4, 020 7, 481. 6 

Assistant clerk (secretary to director). 2, 460 3 

Assistant clerk (file) 2, 340 | 

Assistant elork (record) ..............]......-..- 

Assistant clerk (hearing). 

Stenographer. 

Accountant 

Assistant accountant.. . 

E a a kaaa 


Total number and staf expenses.. ? _92, 340 34 


Administrative: 

Reimbursable payments to agencies... 

Travel (inclusive of field investigations 3, 700. 00 
Hearings (inclusive of reporters’ fees) 2, 500. 00 
Witness fees, expenses _.... 1, 000. 00 
Stationery, office supplies.. 350, 00 
Communications (telephone, “felegraph) - 500. 00 
Newspapers, magazines, documents. is 250. 00 
Contingent fund 1, 254. 66 


Total administrative expense aX 659. 6 


I ha aaa icici acai =i, 000. 00 


Fund requested, S. Res. —— $120,000, 
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